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A SHORTENED STATUTORY PERIOD FOR REPLY IS SET TO EXPIRE 3 MONTH (S) OR THIRTY (30) DAYS, 
WHICHEVER IS LONGER, FROM THE MAILING DATE OF THIS COMMUNICATION. 

- Extensions of time may be available under the provisions of 37 CFR 1.136(a), In no event, however, may a reply be timely filed 
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DETAILED ACTION 



Response to Amendment 

Applicant amended claims 7, 47 and 68. 
Claims 81-84 are newly added. Claims 1-35 and 75-80 have been cancelled. 

Claims 36-74 and 81-84 are pending . 

Allowable Subject Matter 

1 . After further search and consideration, new prior art has been found that is pertinent to 
Applicant's pending claims. The reasons for allowance given in the previous action on 6/03/2005 
are hereby withdrawn. Upon further consideration, a new ground of rejection is made in view of 
Kihara et al (US 2002/0010742) and Schultheiss et al (US 6,545,722). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §103 

2. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

3. Claims 36-39, 43-50, 52-55, 68, 70-74 and 81-84 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as 
being unpatentable over Kihara et al (US 2002/0010742) in view of Schultheiss et al (US 



6,545,722). 
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Regarding claims 36 and 47, Kihara et al teach a method and a computer program 
disposed on a computer readable medium for providing a buddy list to a network user, the 
method comprising: 

■ accessing two or more user-defined lists of other users for whom presence is 
monitored, wherein each of the user-defined list comprises one or more buddy 
groups defined by the network user, and each of the buddy groups comprises one 
or more members defined by the network user (Figures 2, 3 and 7, paragraphs 
0033-0034, 0043-0045, 0100-0103, 00111, 0116-0119: user is able to access lists 
of users, wherein the lists groups users according to user-defined classifications); 

■ selecting an initial buddy list from among the two or more user-defined lists based 
upon the determined television programming, each of the two or more user- 
defined lists comprising members defined by the network user, the members 
comprising one or more of the other users (Figures 2, 4 and 7, paragraphs 0033- 
0034, 0043-0045, 0100-0103, 00111, 0116-0119); and 

■ displaying the selected initial buddy list to the network user on an instant 
messaging user interface, wherein the displayed buddy list comprises online 
presence information for the members of the selected initial buddy list (Figure 2, 
paragraphs 0101, 0111, 0116-0119). 

Yet, Kihara et al fail to explicitly teach determining television programming 
selected for viewing by a network user and selecting an initial buddy list from among the two or 
more user-defined lists based upon the determined television programming. However, 
Schultheiss et al teach determining television programs selected for viewing by a network user 
and selecting a chat room from among other channel-related chat rooms, based upon the 
determined television program (Figure 31, col. 15 lines 3-24). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to combine the 
teachings of Kihara et al with Schultheiss et al in order to enable television-program based 
chatting wherein user's buddy lists are based on television programs; because just as a user may 
choose to chat in a particular chat room where those present are discussing a particular program, 
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the user may also want to instant message a user from a pre-defined buddy list of users who care 
to discuss that particular program as well; therefore allowing the user to instant message those 
that are currently online for immediate discussion of the selected television program. 

Claims 68 and 81-84 comprise limitations that are substantially equivalent to claims 36 
and 47 are therefore rejected under the same basis. 

Regarding claims 37 and 48, Kihara et al and Schultheiss et al teach the method and 
computer program of claims 36 and 47, Schultheiss et al further teach wherein determining 
television programming comprises determining a television network (Figure 31). 

Regarding claims 38 and 49, Kihara et al and Schultheiss et al teach the method and 
computer program of claims 36 and 47, wherein determining television programming comprises 
determining a television show (Figure 31, col.15 lines 3-24). 

Regarding claims 39 and 50, Kihara et al and Schultheiss et al teach the method and 
computer program of claims 36 and 47, wherein determining television programming comprises 
determining a characteristic of a television show (Figure 31). 

Regarding claims 43 and 52, Kihara et al and Schultheiss et al teach the method of 
claim 36 and 47, Schultheiss et al further teach the method and computer program further 
comprising receiving information indicating a change in the television programming viewed by 
the network user; selecting a different chat room based upon the changed television 
programming (Figure 31, col.15 lines 16-24). 

Regarding claims 44 and 53, Kihara et al and Schultheiss et al teach the method of 
claim 36 and 47, Kihara et al further teach wherein the different buddy list differs from the 
initial buddy list (Figure 2 and 7, paragraph 0102). 
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Regarding claims 45 and 54, Kihara et al and Schultheiss et al teach the method of 
claim 36 and 47, Kihara et al further teach wherein at least one member of the different buddy 
list differs from the members of the initial buddy list (Figure 2 and 7, paragraph 0102). 

Regarding claims 46 and 55, Kihara et al and Schultheiss et al teach the method of 
claim 36 and 47, Kihara et al further teach wherein the members of the different buddy list 
differs from the members of the initial buddy list (Figure 2 and 7, paragraph 0102). 

Claims 70-74 are substantially equivalent to claims 43-46 and are therefore rejected 
under the same basis. 

4. Claims 40-42 and 51 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Kihara et al (US 2002/0010742) and Schultheiss et al (US 6,545,722) in view of Schindler (US 
6,081,830). 

Regarding claims 40 and 51, Kihara et al and Schultheiss et al teach the method and 
computer program products of claims 39 and 50 as applied above, yet fail to explicitly teach 
wherein determining a characteristic comprises determining a type of the television show. 
However, Schindler teaches determination of the type of television show by implementing 
electronic program guides which are commonly used to display information about television 
shows, including the type of show, actors, brief summary of program, etc. (col.l lines 23-29, 
col.3 line 60-col.4 line 17, col.5 lines 3-28). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to combine the 
teachings of Kihara et al and Schultheiss et al with Schindler in order to enable user to determine 
the type of television show they are watching in accordance to other characteristics of the 
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television show. Television electronic program guides are well-known and commonly used in the 
art in order to provide and display this service to the user. 

Regarding claim 41, Schindler further teaches the method of claim 40 wherein the type 
comprises sports (col.l lines 23-29). 

Regarding 42, Schindler teaches the method of claim 41 wherein determining television 
programming comprises determining a sports team (col. 1 lines 23-29, col. 5 lines 3-28). 

5. Claims 56-67 and 69 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Kihara et al (US 2002/0010742) and Schultheiss et al (US 6,545,722) in view of Aravamudan et 
al (US 6,301,09). 

Regarding claim 56, 62 and 69, Kihara et al and Schultheiss et al teach the method and 
computer program product of claims 36, 47, and 68 as applied above; yet fail to explicitly teach 
receiving user definition of a first buddy list and a second buddy list. However, Aravamudan et 
al teach further the method and computer program product further comprising receiving user 
definition of a first buddy list and a second buddy list (abstract, col.l lines 39-49, col. 2 lines 33- 
36, col.6 lines 22-27, col.9 lines 50-52, col. 11 lines 15-18). Therefore it would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art combine the teachings of Kihara et al and Schultheiss 
et al with Aravamudan et al for receiving user definition of a first buddy list and a second buddy 
list, because allowing the user to define other users added to their buddy list enables users to 
make preferences in who they want to communicate with over instant messaging, further 
allowing the user to instant message those that are currently online for immediate private 
discussion of the new television program the user has switched to. 
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Regarding claims 57 and 63, Aravamudan et al teach the method and computer program 
of claims 56 and 62, wherein selecting an initial buddy list comprises selecting an initial buddy 
list from among the first buddy list and the second buddy list (abstract, col.l lines 39-49, col.2 
lines 33-36, col.6 lines 22-27, col.9 lines 50-52, colli lines 15-18). 

Claims 58 and 64 are substantially equivalent to claims 43-46 and are therefore rejected 
under the same basis. 

Claims 59 and 65 are substantially equivalent to claim 43 and are therefore rejected 
under the same basis. 

Claims 60 and 66 are substantially equivalent to claim 43 and are therefore rejected 
under the same basis. 

Claims 61 and 67 are substantially equivalent to claim 45 and are therefore rejected 
under the same basis. 

Conclusion 

6. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to applicant's 
disclosure: Stautner et al (US 6,600,503), Kohda et al (US 6,75 1,656), Zenith (US 6,519,771). 

7. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Kristie Shingles whose telephone number is 571-272-3888. The 
examiner can normally be reached on Monday-Friday 8:30-6:00pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Rupal Dharia can be reached on 571-272-3880. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 



Application/Control Number: 09/475,391 Page 8 

Art Unit: 2141 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 

Kristie Shingles 

Examiner 
Art Unit 2141 
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